_. DOCUBENT RESUME 
EBD 138 593 95 it: SP 011038: 
TITLE ~ The Market for Education Information::A Synopsis of 
the Educational Information Market Study.. 
IBSTITUTION ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher. Education, Washington, 
D.C. 
SPOONS AGENCY | National Inst. of Education (DHER) , seen 
D.C. ; 
PUB DATE Jun 77 » , 
NOTE 24p. . ‘ : 
EDRS PRICE MF-$0.83 HC*$1.67 plus Postage. 
‘DESCRIPTORS Delivery Systems; *Educational Needs; *Information 


Dissemination; *Information Needs; Information 
Services; *Information Sources; Information Systems; 
*Information Utilization; *Use Studies | 


-. ABSTRACT 

This paper is a synopsis of a study of information. 
needs in education undertaken <5 identify patterns that imply user . 
requirements for effective information services. The findings of the 
study show that the educational information user market can be mh, 
readily segmented by work roles (teachers, higher education faculty, 
state school board meabers, local education agencies). Among these 
work roles, significant patterns of similarities and differences can 
be discerned in terms of the kinds of information sources preferred, 
the tolerable delay in the delivery of information, preferred. 
information source characteristics, préferences for information 
products and services, and problems in accessing and using 
information. (HM) 


ERKEHARERHEAEESERAAE RARE EAPRERE SERRE AREEEE ERASER EEE R ERE REES SEES £EEEREREE 
Documents acquired by ERIC include many inforagjal unpublished * 
materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort * 
tq obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal * 
reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality * 
the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes awailable * 
*x 

* 

* 

2 


tet tt 


the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not 
responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions 
supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original. 
RERLAARERAKAAARAKAAARAAKAKESRRRAGEASRAK ARE RARER ARRARASAAESE AAR ARSE 


| 


we 
o~ | 


ED1385 


* The Market for _ 
Education Information 


ary 


Boa A Synopsis of 


6 The Educational Information 
Market Study 


U 
| 2 . 
4 ; - : . 


1 
us OEPAR 
eoucatl 


z 

> 
= 
r-) 
z 
> 
r 


N 1 
a STATES Teil NATIONAL INST! 


EN 
SUCATION POSIT! 


v 


June 1977. / 


SPO) 03% 


This report was prepared by. 


The ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher Education 
Suite 616, One Dupont Circle 
Washington, D.C. 20036 


? 


ea 


The Clearinghouse, is funded by ji 
The National Institute of Education 


The material in this publication was prepared pursuant » - 
to a contract with the National Institute of Education, 
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. # f 
Contractors undertaking such projects under government 
sponsorship are encouraged to express freely their 
judgment in.professional and technical. matters. Points 
of view or opinions, however, do not necessarily repre- 
sent the official view or opinions of the Clearinghouse 
or the National Institute of Education. 


SP 011 034 


_ CONTENTS | 
PREFACE vs. ce ks 8c soe ee Li RO a ae ae ae eae 
oY 
INTRODUCTION oS ceou pe ok ees LS Bey ek 
HVGALTRNTSS ecg. Sp i ep gtvate nell ost inks io 
Sources Preferred by Users. 3... 0.0 
_ Turnaround Time ........ area 4 
Purposes for Needing. information ne Ce é 


User Preferred Source Characteristics ..:. 
User Preferred Products’ and Characteristics. " 


Problems in Acquiring and Using Educational 
Information Pe we ES a 18 


SOME NOTES ON THE STUDY METHODOLOGY ....... 
The Field Interviews: . a sot ee ee ae 
The Mail Survey ..... ae 


_PREFACE 


This paper-is a brief synopsis of "The Educational - 
Information Market Study," recently completed by Paul 
Hood, with contributions from Robert Katter,: Laird 
Blackwell, and Colin.Mick: The synopsis reports - 
selected patterns identified in the research results. 


: These patterns represent broad facets of information 


needs in the field of education. The kinds of informa- . 
tion educators need, the reasons they look for informa- 
tion, and the sources they prefer to use are addressed. 
No attempt hasybeen made in this synopsis to go beyond 
the research results and draw implications for specific 
improvements in education information systems. 


1% 15 hoped that this research will prove interest- 
ing to policy makers concerned with the dual problems 


. of understanding information needs and designing infor- 


mation systems capable of addressing those needs. 


' Appreciation is extended to Ralph Cyr of the 
ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher Education Tor prerare 
this synopsis. 
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Mollie MacAdams .. 
National Institute of Education 
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é INTRODUCTION a Te. 


.Y , 

The emergence of information systems and services 
for educators ‘is'a significant development in American 
educaticn. Reference services, publications programs, 
radiogand television.series, even document based — 
compufer systems offer valuable knowledge resources. 
Theseservices play a major role in translating basic 
research into classroom practice. Classroom teachers 
and higher education faculty increasingly rely on 
such services to stay abreast of the-burgeoning body 


"Of knowledge on teaching and learning. Administrators 


challenge these services to provide readily usable 
information for the increasingly complex decisions 
they face. As the role of information services grows, 
so does the problem of ensuring that the information 
they offer is responsive to the needs of their audi- 
ences. The fact that information needs in education 
are not well. understood makes it difficult for policy 


“makers and managers to design products, services, 


and systems that are fully able to ass the people 
they set aur to serve. 


This paper is a synopsis of a recently completed 


' study of information-needs in education. That study, 


entitled "The Educational Information Market Study=™" ~. 
explores information needs from several perspectives. 
The-study was undertaken to identify patterns which 
imply Yuser requirements for effective information 
services. Highlights of the study's results are 
briefly presented here. It is not the intention of ° 
this paper to report all the*study's findings but 
rather to present identified patterns in information 
needs related to sources of information preferred by 
educators, their purposes for needing information, 
characteristics of ota information sources, 
actual: information prdducts and services preferred, 
and--finally--problems educators encounter when they 
are looking for information. (For the full research 
report, see IR 004 570-571.*) ” 


"The Educational Information Market Study" repre- 
gents a significant contribution to the body of knowl- 
‘Sedge about information needs in education. It is 

hoped that research such as this will provide a basis 
' for understanding how infermation needs can be identi-) 
fied and the requirements which emerging information 
“~~ +  gystems should be capable of meeting. 


> SYNOPSIS 


The study was conducted in two phases. The first 
‘consisted of field interviews, the second a mail survey. 
' This synopsis will facus on results of the mail survey 
which are generalizable to the population of education 
information users. Respondents include four major 
groups: / eTementary and secondary practitioners, . 
_ elementary and secondary administrators, higher educa- 
' , tion groups, and governance groups. A separate section 
‘at the end of this paper briefly covers the overall -°. * 
design. and methodology of the study. Readers interested 
in detailed analytical procedures are referred to the ss 
study itself. ; 


-* ‘The. full research report is listed under the follow- 
" “ing titles. in the ERIC system: 

TR 004 571 (Volume I): "National Information 
Market Study. Study of Information Requirements 
in Education." Paul D. Hood and others. 

IR 004 570 (Volume II): “Survey of Education 
Information Service.Sites. Study of Information 
Requirements in- Education." Robert V. Katter and 
Cynthia Hull. . 


HIGHLIGHTS ‘ s 


SOURCES! PREFERRED BY USERS 


Information sources include informal, face-to-face 
‘discussions among friends and colleagues, as well as 
formal information services available through libraries 
and publishers. Respondents were asked to indicate how 


‘ frequently they used 18-information sources in connec- 


tion with their most important work activity. TABLE 1 
depicts the overall responses across al] user sub- 
audiences. - 


| 
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; Generally, the local, easily accessible sources-- 

people in own organization, notes and files in own 
office, personal library, journals, newsletters, memos, 
and correspondence--are the more frequently used sources. 
Contacts (face-to-face or by telephone) with people in 
other organizations follow; next come the more formal 
local information sources--library or resource center P 
in own organization; office, department, or organization 
files. Conventions or professional association meetings 
_ and workshops, seminars, and graduate courses are-simi- 
lar kinds of sources, which are less frequently used. 
Text and reference books and curriculum materials are 
two types of instructional sources which are frequently 
used by those subaudiences most concerned with instruc- °* 
tion, but they are used far less frequently by other 
subaudiences. Three sources--technical reports and ° 
government publications; other libraries, resource . 
centers, or information services; and abstracts, index- 
es, and bibliographies--are used relatively less fre- ~~ 
-‘quently by most user groups. a 

These rankings are very similar to those obtained 

in the field interviews when respondents were asked to 
indicate the difficulty in using the information 
sources. As One might expect, users tend to employ 
information sources that they find easy ‘to use. | a 
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TABLE 1. Frequency of Use of 18 Information Sources 
és Based on Unweighted Averages of 14 Subaudiences 
(1 = Often, 2 = Sometimes, 3 = Rarely) 


Face-to-fate discussion of conferences 
with, people in my, own organization 


Notes and files in my own office ° 


Educational newsletters, bulletins,. 
announcements 


Telephone calls to people in my own 
organization 


Educational journals 
Personal library 
Memos and correspondence . 


Face-to-face discussion or conferences 
with people in other organizations 


Telephone calls to people in other 
organizations 


Library. or resource center in my ° 
own organization 


abffice, department, or organization files 


Conventions, professional association 
meetings 


Workshops, seminars, graduate’ courses 
Textbooks, reference books 
Curriculum materials 


Technical reports, government 
publications 


Other libraries, resource centers, 
or information services 


Abstracts, indexes, bibliographies 


When the frequency of use of the 18 information 
sources is broken down by subaudiences, patterns differ | 
significantly. 


@ Teachers tend to make frequent use of text and 
reference books, personal notes and files, curriculum 
materials, and face-to-face contacts with aneivaguals 
in their own organization. 


- e Principals tend to use face-to-face discussions; 
educational newsletters, bulletins, and announcements; 
educational journals; and curriculum notes. They tend 
to be infrequent users of abstracts, indexes, and bibli- 
ographies; technical reports and government publications; 
telephone calls to other organizations; and libraries. 


e LEA (local education agency) staff are among the 
most frequent users of newsletters, bulletins, and an- 
nouncements. They are also frequent users of face-to- 
face discussions, telephone calls, to individuals in 
their own organization, office files, and memos ane 
correspondence. 


e SEA (state education agency) staff use memos and 
correspondence, department files, internal and external 
telephone calls, and face-to-face discussions. 


e Higher education administrators tend to use face- 
to-face discussions with their own staff and faculty 
very heavily. They also use internal telephone calls, 
memos and correspondence, external telephone calls, and 
conventions and professional meetings: They rarely use 
libraries; information and resource centers; abstracts, 
bibliographies, and indexes; or text and reference books. 


e Social scientists and higher education faculty . 
tend to be the major users of bibliographic information 
sources; personal libraries; the library of their own or- 
ganization; personal notes and files; educational jour- 
»nals; text and reference books; abstracts, indexes, and 
bibliographies; and other libraries and information 
services. 


_ While differences in use occurred among the: sub- 
audiences, .some patterns of use across subaudience 
groups were also found. 


@ Instructional staff (teachers, higher education 
faculty, social scientists) tend to be users of libraries, 
textbooks, and curriculum materials. and relatfve non- 
users of interpersonal sources such as face-to-face 
contacts and telephone.calls. Administrators, in 
contrast, are major users of all types of interpersonal 
sources, in addition to memos, correspondence, and 
their own organization and office files. 

‘ \ ; 


* @ Social scientists and higher education faculty 
are among the most frequent users of bibliographic 
sources and references to bibliographic sources (own 
notes and files; libraries; text and reference books; 
journals; and: abstracts, indexes, and bibliographies). 
Conversely, these two subaudiences are among the 
least frequent users of office, department, or organi- 
zation files. Governance groups (LEAs, SEAs, and state 
legislators) exhibit the greatest similarity in the 
sources they do not use: abstracts, indexes, and 
bibliographies; curriculum mat ls; personal libraries; 
and conventions and professiofal meetings. 


TURNAROUND TIME : 


With respect to the allowable time lapse for the 
delivery of information, about 30 percent of the 
respondents reported that they require information 
dealing with important work activities within one day. 
“Another 29 percent reported-a wait of two or three 
days to be acceptable, and 24 percent indicated that 
one week is an allowable delivery period. These 
findings suggest that most 4isers require a reasonably 
fast turnaround on their requests for information. 

An average response time of one to two days would 
be optimal with a maximum turnaround of one week. 
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‘PURPOSES. FOR NEEDING INFORMATION 


- There are many reasons_aducators name for seeking 
information. Some contern the need to keep aware of 
developments in the field. Others are: more concerned 
with addressing an immediate problem. . 


_ The various user subaudiences exhibited signif- 
icantly different responses on.their ratings in eight 

out of nine purposes for seeking informatign. There 

_ were, however, strong similarities among sgme groups 
of subaudiences. 


@-Finding answers bs specific yestaone was the 
need rated second overall, g 
need for federal legislative lias and/ institutional 


researchers. 


e Identifying new sources of eee for 
improving my work was ranked relative gh by all 
subaudtences except those concerned with aovernance. 


e Developing Sbernatave approaches to solving 
roblems in work was the one purpose. on whic 


there were no significant differences among subaudiences. 


a dentifying new educational programs, methods, 
materials, or products was ranked second or thir 
highest for the practitioner subaudiences, highér 
education faculty, and LEA and ISA (intermediate state. 
agency) administrators. Conversely, it ranked low 
(sixth or seventh) for SEA administrators, higher 
education chief administrators, and local school board 
members, and lowest (ninth) for legislators, aides, 
and institutional researchers. 
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-- chief administrators and Tow bates or severTEN): by all. 
‘ other qraups 


. * § Locating information to provide to others,was: | 
ranked low by most of the subaudiences with the excep- 


tion of SEA administrators, institutional rseiicniie 


 @ ore arin er ee orts, or speeches was 
‘ranked very Tow by all sated lentes except federal 


"USER PREFERRED SOURCE CHARACTERISTICS 


~  @ Keeping aware of who is knowledgeable ina / 
subject or problem area ranked Tow for aT groups 
except state legislators. .. 8 


; @ Evaluating educational practices or products : 
was ranked moderately high (second to Fourth} by state 


schod4 boards, local. school boards, and higher: education 


afid federal legislative aides, who ranked it second 
or Lig 


legislative aides. 


The significant differences-in cakinne. among sub- 
audiences help to confirm the common assumption that 
different audiences would have different reasons for 
seeking information. However, it is important to note 
that there were some strong Yeneral patterns among 
the responses. Overall, keeping aware of developments 
and activities in education was the highest, rated i 
need, with finding answers to specific questions ranked 
second. Identifying new sources of assistance for im- 
proving one's work and developing alternative approaches 


~ to solving problems also ranked high. Convergely, 


most audiences had only minimal. need for information 
to prepare reports, articles, or speeches. 


The question of why information users prefer one . * 
source over another is explored in this study. TABLE 2 
presents the rankings of characteristics that users 

look for in their first and second preferred information 
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’ TABLE 2. Rank Order of Overall Rankings of Reasons for 
Preferring Information Sources : 


, 


is likely to hae the information I want 34 
‘is near at hand or easily aceseei bie 


is responsive to .my particular problem 
Heh aHeSetan 


is easy to use 


is usually available when I need it 


keeps me aware of new developments 
is up to date 


provides for new ideas or different 
viewpoints 


is authoritative, accurate, reliable 
leads me to other sources 


provides opportunity for discussion 
or exchange of ideas 


is fast in responding 
is complete, comprehensive 
is free or inexpensive 


is objective, impartial, not biased 


* #1 - source preferred most 
*k #2 - second most preferred source 


14 


sources. In botit first and second choices "convenience" 
characteristics (likely to have the wanted information, - 
is accessible, is easy to use, is usually available) 

rank high; while characteristics such as comprehensive- 


ness, low cost, and objectivity are consistently 
ranked very low. 


When users were asked to evaluate both their most 
referred information source and their second most 
— preferred source, a notable difference resulfed. . The 
‘reason “easy to use" Fanks fourth in. the first preferred 
_Choice-but first in the second preferred chojce. Also, 
the reason "Teads me to other sources" ranks higher 
for the second choice (7) than for the first choice’ . 
(10). Apparently, once a user decides that the primary 
source is not going to yield the necessary information, 
ease of continued searching becomes the most important 
' consideration. This observation is further supported 
by the drop in ranking of "is responsive to my particular 
needs" from third for the first preference to sixth — - 
for the second choice. 


oe 


USER PREFERRED PRODUCTS AND SERVICES 


Educational information: systems offer a variety 
of products and services, such as newsletters, state- 
of-the-art papers, and so forth. In ‘the study of 
user preferences for products and services of educa-- 
tional information systems, several group patterns 
become apparent: . 


@ School Practice Oriented Groups. High preferences 
among these groups (teachers, principals, and "other" 
practitioner staff) are: classroom and curriculum 
materials, solutions to common educational problems, 
regularly mailed information of interest, educational 
trends and issues, and educational news and current 
events. They are also more receptive to receiving A 
help in trying out new ideas and, at least relative 
to other audiences, see more use in information agent 
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service visits. Like nearly all other groups, ‘they: 
Find 4 formation on the evaluation of educational 
programs and practices useful. They are much less 
interested in educational statistics, or lists of © 
expeyts ‘in education. : 


/ @ Administrators and Staff of Education Agencies. 
The administration audiences (LEA, ISA, SEA) and other 
higher education audiences (chief administrators, in- 
stitutional researchers, social scientists, and facuity) 
nd to mirror the practitioners to some -degree~in 
their preferences for more popular items, including. 
gularly mailed information, educational trends and _ 


{ to common educational problems, and evaluation of . 

' programs and practices. ‘However, these groups place 
relatively more value than eral gaat and other LEA 

subaudiences on education-related statistics and . 

education-related legislatton, and less emphasis on 

classroom and. curriculum materials. 


@ : ; 

'  -4@ Higher Education Chief Administrators. Among 
.the tour higher education users, each of the four sub- 
audiences displays a somewhat different pattern of 
preferences. Generally the chief administrators tend -. 

~ to give usefulness ratings that are similar-to LEA, . - 

_ ISA, and SEA staffs. Chief administrators in higher ~ 

* education institutions consider information products 

_ concerned with evaluation of educational programs, 
educational trends and issues, and solutions to educa- 

- tion problems to be especially useful. Compared with 
other subaudjences,.they see more use for innovation 
case studies. 


e@ Institutional Researchers. This subaudience 
sees little use for curriculum materials, innovation 
case studies, education-related legislation, service 
agent visits, or help in information needs diagnosis; 
however, they are the prime audience for education- 
related statistics or to-order studies of education 
statistics. 
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‘issues, education news and current events, solutions "eka 


e Social Scientist$. This subaudience, which 


consists of cafpus-based, non-student AERA members in 


ROD&E, is distinguished from virtually every other user 
group in its positive usefulness ratings of information 
products concerning education research methodology, 


‘deep reviews of selected study ‘areas, and annual reviews 


of education; and also of a number of services such as 
very rapid literature searches, quick reference service, 


quick referral, service, and rapid full document tll 


In general, these preferences confirm expectatio 

the point to note is that the social scientists are 
almost alone among the 14 subaudiences in their strong 
preferences for these kinds of products and services. 
To. the extent that educational information systems have 
used "R&D" or "scientific" information systems as models 
in their design assumptions, they may serve social 
scientists well, but:.at the possible cost. of failing 

to consider. the relative product and service preferences 


of virtually every other class of education information 
user. 
| 
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a e Higher Edueation Faculty. In some respects 
the faculty of colleges and ecinols of education are. 


most similar to social scientists; however, they also 
exhibit several differences. They see more value in 
classroom and curriculum materials, innovation case 
studies, education news and current events, educatton 
trends and issues, education concepts and philosophy, 
and help in trying out new ideas. Conversely, they. 
are less likely than social scientists to see as much 
use in research methodology, deep reviews, quick 


- referral or reference services, rapid literature 


searches, or help in forming search queries. Despite 
the fact that higher education faculty see less value 
than social scientists in this array of types of 
"research" and "information system" products and 
services, they tend to see more use in these products 


and ace than do virtually any of the other 
subaudience 
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. -@ Local School Boards. The local schoo} board. 
members tend to mfrror the concerns of the other LEA 
' (practice-oriented) audiences. hey especially value 
the usefulness ‘of evaluation of programs and practices, 
. solutions to common education problems, education news 
_ and current events, regularly mailed information, 
. education trends and issues, and annual reviews of 
- education. Along with state boards and state legisla- 
tors, they are somewhat more likely to see the value 
of help in interpreting Trove on than do other 
subaudiences. f ‘ 


@ State Board Members. This group exhibits a 

_ preference pattern somewhat similar to local boards 

“=. (and also to SEA staff). State board members are 
remarkable in terms of the relatively high use value. 
they (along with higher education chief administrators) 
‘place .on information. concerfiing educational trends 
and issues, and on regularly mailed tnformation. bd 
Compared with local boards, state board members see": — . 

"relatively less use for information about classr 
and curriculum materials, for. quick refererice service, 
for information needs diagnosis service, and for help 
in-how to use information services; but relatively | 
greater use for education-related statistics, education 
news and turrent events, education trends and. issues, 
education concepts and philosophies, and reguTarly 
mailed information. a ete 


@ Legislators, . The two legislative subaudiences 
tend to be set apart from all other subaudjences: in _ 
terms of the low use value they place on, information 
| about classroom and curriculum materials, and on inno- 
- 8% . vation case’studies. Federal legislative aides. are 
even further-removed from most subaudiences. in their 
infrequent use of educational concepts and philosophy. 


None of the governance~audience (boards and legislators) . rf 
- places high use value on education research methodology,» — 
but they all value education-related statistics and om 


education-related legislation. ©. “u a 
18 (ips * Acces 
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ae e Federal Legislattve ages . Compared with state 
a! “‘Hegisla ors, federal légisiative aides see markedly 
| less value in information on solutions to common educa- 
© tion problems, and less use for lists of experts in 
education, information about education concepts and 
‘ philosop ies, and most of the "bibliographic" informa- 
*. tion services (quick referral, rapid, searches, help 
in forming search queries, information needs diagnosis). 
They also see ‘less use for information service agent 
visits, heJp in trying out new ideas, or help in 
_ interpreting information.’ There are two possible 
"reasons that seem plausible for these differences yas 
between federal aides and state legislators. First,~ 
the federal legislative aides tend to be "specialists" 
‘in education tegislation and in the research of educa-. 
. tional information néeded for legislation; while the 
. state legislators are elected officials, some of whom 
are part time Tegislators and most. of whom must deal 
with many types of legislative content areas rather ' 
: than with education exclusively.. Second, the federal 
‘eit, legislative ‘aides have the information resources of 
he Library of Congress ‘to use as information. ‘friter= 
diaries and synthesizers, whereas state legislators 
re, with some minor .exceptions, much less "information- 
ich" in their research resources. 


: . the . ae 
PROBLEMS IN ACQUIRING AND »USING EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION 


co 8 * Problems ‘in acquiring and using educational in- 
formation fall into two general categories: problems 
Pe felated to difficulties with information sources, and 
G blems._ related to user capacity to find information. 
genera@@; response rates jn this area were low, 
martging from 10 percent for teachers to 40 percent 
for federal legislative aides. 


‘y @ Information Base. Among the problems concerned 
with information sources, 30 percent dealt with informa- 
tion collection: 13 percent of thé respondents indicated 
that the type of information they sought was scarce or 
non-existent, and 17 percent that the information , 


they found was not adequate for their purposes--e.g., 
low quality, unreliable, or not current. 
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| ‘ : 
, _7e Organization, Analysis, Retrieval. Twenty-five’ 
‘+ - «percent o e problems w nformation sources dealt 
_ with information organization, analysis, or. retrieval: 
10 percent of the respondents indicated that the in- 
; rmation they sought.was inadequately cataloged, 
indexed, or otherwise not retrievable, and 14 percent 
indicated that the information: they received was not 
. adequately summarized, organized), eOMen eee or 
e analyzed in useful ways. ‘ 


I @ Access and Dissemination. Twenty bardeht ae 
he information source problems concerried access and 
tssemination: eight percent ofthe respondents indi- 
ated that useful information was not distributed 
widely or frequently; eight percent indicated that 
information was not accessible locally; and four per 
cent reported incidents of resistance, lack of cooper- 
ation, slow response, or aur tony: refusal to supply 
/ information. 


capacity fall into two categories: nine percent of the 
respondents reported a. lack of resources (people, time, 
and money) needed to search for information, and six 
percent said that they did not know where to look. for 
thé, information they needed. 
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oe Difficultie with User Ca pase The-15 percent 
of the problems retated to difficulties with user. 


SUMMARY > 


The findings of the study show that the educational 
information user market can be readily segmented -by 
work roles (e.g., teachers, higher education faculty, 
state school board members, local education agencies). 
Among these work roles significant patterns of similar- . 
ities and differences can be discerned in terms of the 
kinds of information sources preferred, the tolerable 
delay in the delivery of information, purposes for 
seeking information, preferred information source char- 
acteristics, preferences for information products and 
services, and problems in ary and using information. 
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‘user and info 


_ the researchers. For example, position variables Y 


SOME NOTES m THE STUDY METHODOLOGY 


n ® 


‘THE. FIELD INTERVIEWS 


The purposes of the field interviews. were to 
develop an in-depth understanding of user information 
needs, to develop and refine‘a conceptual framework 
and ‘associated data-analytic methodology, and to provide 
the basis for the design of a projected mail survey 


~ using a comprehensive national probability sample re. 


all user types. 


The reseafchers developed a model of information . 
n use variables which they tested by 
interviewing a nonNandom sample of 137 k ucators 
representative of ducational roles and 40 localities. 
The model, with its.saven. variable sets, is depicted in 
FIGURE 1.” The arrows between the variable sets repre- 
sent relationships of varying strengths as posited x 
> 


have a strong relationship with purpose variables 
and ‘a somewhat weaker relationship with ROG TOMEENTS 
variables (5). _ 
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“The findings of the field interviews provided 
empirical verification of the relationships posited in 
the model. The reader should, Hone keep in mind 
the small sample involved. 


THE MAIL SURVEY : 


A sample of four major audiences and 14 subaudiences 
was drawn. The audiences surveyed are depicted in 
TABLE 3. An overall response rate of 50 percent, total- 
ing 1328 individuals, was achieved. Within the usable 
sample returns, response rates ranged from 23 percent 
for state legislators tb 69 percent for higher education 


| administrators. 


rr. oo 


+ @- ‘ and Their Posited Relationships 
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| FIGURE 1. EDUCATION INFORMATION USE MODEL 
Type of Variable (and Example Variables) 
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( Location, organtzatton) 


_ SOCIOMETRIC 
(Give to, come to) 
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_ TABLE 3. Mail Surveye Audiences 
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Elementary and Secondary Practitioners 


1.1 Teachers 
1.2 Principals 
1.3 Other~instructional staff 


Elementary and Secondary Administrators 


2.1 School district staff 
2.2 Intermediate unit staff ‘ 
2.3 State education agency staff ~/ 


Governance Groups 


3.1 State school board members 
3.2 Local school board members 
3.3 State legislative aides, | 
3.4. U.S. Congress {ona aides 


Higher Education @Poupa > 
4.1 Faculty of school of education 
4.2 Social science RDD&E staff 


4.3 Institutional researchers! 
4.4 College presidents and chief administrators 
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